Visual inspection of a grating has a number of effects on subsequently seen test gratings of similar orientation. These effects include a change in the apparent spatial frequency of that test grating (1) and a decrease in its visibility (2) . Such findings have been attributed to adaptation in specific classes of human sensory mechanisms. Recently, Weisstein claimed to have measured, in a similar experiment, the "neural representation in the visual system of the concept 'in back of'" (3) . We have serious doubts about her claim and question that her findings support it.
In the condition of Weisstein's experiment most critical to her interpretation, a subject viewed a grating for 10 seconds. The center section of that grating was obscured by a perspective drawing of a cube (4) . After the grating and cube were removed from view a small test disk was flashed in the region of the visual field previously occupied by one face of the cube drawing and which, as a result, was free of grating contours. The test disk contained several cycles of a grating similar in orientation and spatial frequency to that which had surrounded the cube in the adaptation field. Using a method resembling "magnitude estimation" (5) , the subject made a numerical judgment of the apparent contrast of the grating within the test disk. This condition produced a reduction in judged test con- (4) .
Sekuler and Armstrong's second explanation for my findings, "a simple 11 DECEMBER 1970 spatial spread of the orientationspecific adaptation," is a very ambiguous explanation. Their contention that the effect is "simple" may mean that it is simply an instance of a broad class of masking effects in which one need not assume prior neural activity. The studies that they cite indicate that this is what they have in mind. But they contradict this when they propose a "spread of . . . adaptation." This implies prior neural activity in areas not directly stimulated. With the latter explanation I have little disagreement. I suggested that this prior neural activity was connected with modeling ("in back of"); others have suggested, for instance, that if the effect were also obtained under the control condition, this could be due to frequency coding (5). Neither case is "simple." With their former contention, I disagree. It is highly unlikely that the effect I obtained is due to the same mechanism as that causing the effects obtained in the studies they cite. Moreover, if it were, it would be even less "simple" (6) .
The studies they cite (7, 8) which are relevant (9) found backward masking for single rectangular stimuli at separations between target and mask greater than 26 minutes or 1 degree (or both). My study found forward masking for a disk containing a grating. In contrast to the other studies, target and mask were neither identical in form nor size. Moreover, the appropriate distance comparison is neither 26 minutes nor 1 degree but 1 degree 30 minutes. These differences are not simply procedural; what they imply is that one would not have expected an effect in my study on the basis of general masking effects, and therefore, the hypothesis of prior neural activity is reasonable.
In particular (i) Sekuler Gilinsky (3) found enhancement of target thresholds when preceded by gratings presented for short periods; the reverse is found for single stimuli. Gratings mask and are masked over a much more restricted angular range of orientations, given a fixed target orientation, than single rectangles (10) . Hence, one would also expect that contours of a target grating would have to be much nearer masks, especially grating masks, in order for their visibility to be affected. (iii) In general, contour masking is negligible for adjacent stimuli unless they are the same form and the same size (11) . Thus, Buchsbaum and Mayzner found that as target lines became shorter than successive flanking lines, target detection increased rapidly. Even with superimposed stimuli, Parlee (7) found a similar nonlinearity; when a mask which completely overlapped a target became longer than the target, detection improved. The grating portions of my target and mask were of the same frequency, but they were dissimilar lengths enclosed in dissimilar forms. (iv) The 25.8-minute separation between target and mask refers in my study, not to targets and masks on the same horizontal axis, but to a distance from target circumference to inner mask perimeter at a 33-degree angle. The distance from circumference to nearest full flank is 1 degree 30 minutes (12) . Even if masking of targets were not negligible when the mask is dissimilar in form and size, it is probably negligible at that distance (8), especially if both target and mask are gratings.
Hence, previous results with masking would not have led-me to predict an effect on the target for the conditions in my study. But just suppose, for the sake of speculation, that the effect were caused, in all three studies, by the same mechanism. What would it mean in this case to say that this is simple spatial spread? "Spread" is neither simple nor linear: it goes away when the stimuli differ in size or form. If there is "spread" in the case of identical stimuli, but little, if any, when the stimuli differ in size and shape, then the effect is, in fact, quite selective and sophisticated. Neural symbolic activity at least as complicated as that suggested by my hypothesis must be assumed.
Underlying Sekuler and Armstrong's comment is their objection to the use of the idea of symbolic activity when there exist "simpler" explanations. But these explanations hold only if one restricts one's attention to special cases on an ad hoc basis. If the entire range of cases is considered, then it is clear that there will be no possibility of a unifying (simplifying) explanation of "spreads of effect" unless we begin to consider their functional meaning for perception; that is, their symbolic function.
NAOMI WEISSTEIN Department of Psychology, Loyola University, Chicago, Illinois 60626 flanking rectangles do not mask a triangle, flanking triangles do. 12. Before this distance, if the target were translated until it overlapped the mask, the overlap would be less than 50 percent. Hence, either bars in the grating are mainly above the target, or they flank it but are much longer. When they flank it, they are also at a much greater separation. 16 October 1970
Proteins in Excitable Membranes
The article by Nachmansohn (1) It has been implied that the fact that "block of conduction is sometimes effected under conditions different from those expected from reactions in vitro" (1) is not an impediment to an essential role for acetylcholinesterase in conduction. Rather than a "sometimes" condition, it appears that almost all of the cholinesterase inhibitors which finally do block conduction do so between 10-3 and 10-2M, whether reversible or irreversible, penetrating or not penetrating, water-soluble or lipid-soluble, or detoxified or not. The effect of physostigmine (eserine) on the node of Ranvier of the frog sciatic nerve has been cited 'as an exception (1). It does not appear to be much of an exception; the pertinent words are these (8) (8) implies that block may not always have occured even at 5 X 10-4M. It should be noted that I refer only to block of action potential rather than partial reduction, prolongation, change of shape, and so on.
Finally, while it is true that "a successful dissociation of electrical and enzyme activity after exposure to organophosphates" (1) has not been accomplished, it seems -premature to conclude that the failure to demonstrate such a dissociation of electrical and cholinesterase activities, especially for reasons of technical inadequacy, is proof that the two activities are directly associated. This is not to say that, in the second half of the 20th century, it will not be accepted a priori that bioelectric activity is controlled by macromolecules whose properties are expressed in terms of enzyme kinetics. 
